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Continuation of Substance of interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The 103 rejections were discussed. The applicant asserted that the 
references combined with Marcon were not combinable because the reference of Cherry is directed to genome and the 
reference of Marcon is directed to FISH which is specific sites which indirectly detect damage. The examiner stated 
that the reference teach that chromosome damage may be detected in both interphase and metaphase cells. The 
applicant also asserted that the claims did not teach the TdT labeling. The examiner stated that the limitation was not 
in the claim Applicant stated that FISH requires denaturation and annelaing of probes. The claim however is directed 
to a comprising method such that additional steps may be included. Finally, the examiner stated that a claim 
amendment to TdT would probably not be entered because limitations were not originally presented. However, the 
examiner noted that Gorczyca did teach the TdT and dNTP labeling for chromosome breal<age. The applicant 
asserted that if it was so obvious why Marcon had not perfomied such a method. THe applicant also argued that the 
age of the references rendered the claims unobvious. The examiner explained that all of the arguments should be 
submitted such that they could be made of record. In the repsponse the examiner urged the applicant to provide as 
many technical reasons why the references were not combinable. 
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